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REMARKS 



Rkrem IT A Ya 7 * ~ ** a ~°" to Examiner 

teteZneT C ° UrteSieS to atto ^ ^mes MHton during a 

^Z7Z ^ " JanU3ry 2008 ^ tefePh ° ne — *" '~ a 
aiscussron of the rejection of claim 22 under 35 U S C S 101 and thp « ~* * 
1-R « is 0ft ° °- S iui and the rejection of claims 

1 6, 8-18 and 20-23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Examiner Yale* agreed that the *JT 
under 35 u ^ r r mi «greea mat the rejection 

er 35 U.S.C. § 101 was an error because the issue had been resolved in a prior 
amendment dated October 1 n oc\r\7 ai~ r- p 

of ^ , " Exam,ner Ya,e " «9reed that the description 

of the rejected c a ms under 35 U s r s mi 6 k .-i «»wim«oo 

than 35 U S c s mo , * ^ f ° 35 U S C " § 103 < a > ra ^r 

man 35 U.S.C. § 1 02 (e) as shown in the Office Action 

U S C Si nT ^ " e Pendi ° 9 in ^ aPP ' iCati0n - C,aim 22 " as ^cted under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 01. Cla,ms 1-23 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a). 

[ejection Unrtw as U.S.C § mi 

Claim 22 ^ rejected under 35 u s e. § 101 because the Office Action state, 
that the .nvsnlicn is directed to non-statutory subjected matter 

T"* travere ° *• 9«™d of rejec«on. This is because 

bearina mL, ■ !" * °' ' he teTO ^P^r-readable signai 

oTr,r ^ "7 ^ 10 "* " Com ^— abie medium" and ins Joes 
ot the term computer-readable signal bearing media" were changed to the term 
computable media-. Thus, claim 22 is stalutory subject matter 

Rejection U nder 3fi u s.c. S 103 ( g) 

Claims 1-6, 8-18 and 20-23 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as beina 

:r ™ r 2 r •• patent ^ 2 ~- * C 

aaieo March 25, 2004 n view nf i > q d_i * A .. .. ^ 

in view of u. S. Patent Application Number 2002/0141594 A1 
issued to MacKenzie dated Octobers, 2002. ^'0141594 A1 

Claims 7 and 19 were rejected under 35USC610.1 <*\ * e 
ov*r k-=, ra ™.„ • u.o.u. § i U3 (a) as being unpatentable 

over Karaoguz rn v.ew of MacKenzie, and further in view of U S Patent Ann,. . 
Number 2007/0088950 issued to Wheeler dated April 19, 2007 ^ 
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1 2 LUC^469/Dombkowski 11-16 

. Rejection Under Kar a n T J2 and m^k^,^ 

Claims 1-6, 8-18 and 20-23 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being, 
unpatentable over Karaoguz in view of MacKenzie. 9 
Applicants have avoided this gro'und of rejection for the following reasons 
Applicants' claim 1 , as amended, now recites, 

"an authentication device that authenticates a computing device in 
ZTTal 0 :^ °~" 0n " a .eterminaJ 

-hen* one or nore prt»ate Key, emptoyable for «n«yp«on ano/or decree of 
-IM*. are via a cutoff of power upon an attempt „ m0 ve me mmZL*. 

or mo » T °"" teach or suggest "wherein one 

or n» pnvate Keys employable for encryption end/or decryption of information are 
erased upon an attempt to move the authentication device". as recited in applicants' 
da-r, 1 . Moreover, applicants note that MacKenzie does jjaj teach or suggest -^herein 
one or more pnvate keys employabie for encryption and/or decryption of information are 

ZZ Z ' * ^ UP0 " an •«■"* to "»» «>e authentication device", 

instead. MacKenzre disoioses a technique to disabte the use o, a device's private key, if 

the dev.ee B stolen , as stated in paragraph 0037. Furthenrrore. MacKenzie disdoses in 
paragraph 0038, 

"In the key disabling type of protocol of the invention, the user can issue a 
request to the server to disable future use of the private key associated with the 
device s public key. Once the server receives this request and verifies It is wert- 
fcrmed. the device's key is rendered useless to the attacker, even if the attacker 
knows the user* password. The attacker will thus be unable to empioy the key in 
future interactive protocols or to decrypt future encrypted messages. This feature 
.* especially useful if revocation of the device's public key via a pubiic key 
infrastructure (e.g., a certificate revocation list) has an associated delay (if it exists 
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at m ,n contrast, US ing the protocols of the invention advantageously permits 
the private key to be disabled immediately." ^ 

— . *. r^zTaev^ MacKenzie does 025 — • « - 

By contrast, to erase", as used in applicants' claim 1 .. - 
*9n of something", since MacKenzie private ZT» To. J . rem ° V8 
Power open an attempt to move the .JLJZZZZ ZZZ a Z " *** " 

POW9r upon an attempt to move - rcr 0 *; x a ;r 

rr r^r-rr r^z rr r emptoyab,a for - ^ 

cutoff of po^er upon an attempt to move lhe authentjcation ^ - 1 6raSed « 8 
Therefore the proposed combination of Karaoguz and MacKen*i» rf~= . 
or suggest all of the .Imitations in applicant,, claim 1 , "* * 

over the prooosed r^.^- ' d thereftwe «" 1 is allowable 

1. »ese are e teo ^ ^ J^tST *" ~" ~" 

ITT*:™"^ ». «* — n similar to mat o, 



y Mackenzie. For exampte, claims 14 and 22 recite 'Wh oraln ^ 
private kevs emnfo^Ki^ f .. ^ re ° ,!e ' Wtlere,n one more 



private kevs emni™oKi« * ' ^^'n one or more 

cutoTJT emPtoyab ' e f ° r enC W ,on a "»or decryption of information are erased via a 
cutoff of power upon an attempt to move the authentication device" The J 
combination of Karaoguz and MacKenzie does not tealT ' " 

the above-mentions «. ^ — ^ ° r Su " est thls 'imitation for 

- £z sr^rrc: 14 r 22 are i,ke * se — * - 

c,,ms are also allele over me pCr^T" ~" * ^ *~ 
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.Wheeler 



Claims 7 and 19 were rejected under 35 u <5 r r </w / * 
over Kateogu: h view „ MacKen*e, and ^ w^. ~'* 



^ XTTl 6rSe ^ * < * C " 0 " ** ^ -sons, 
proper 1 ITo ^ rejeCUOn a " d «"**«* b*Q 

Zen'ces Jet reieC °° n ^ ^ and ™ne * «» .J 

referent .each or suggest -wherein one or more private keys empioyable for 

™" aM "" <* '"'~n are erase, via a cutoff * Z 

no, lol^t P COmbina "° n * Kara09U2 ' MacKenzte ' *"< «-*f *>*s 

02! suppty «,» n,, ss ,ng etement. Thus, this combination does not make obvious =„ , 

appitcams' ciahts, ai, of which tet.uire th e aforesaid , imitaton "* "* °' 



New Claims 



direcj^te ^ ^ ^ C ' 3imS ^ ~ ■"**«. 
d-tected to the one or more private keys. No now matter has been added. 
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Conclusion 

and J?, h reSPM, ! l " V SUbmmed ^ ** °"" Aca ° n ' 8 -»«*~ *»«• been overcome 
ana that trrrs apphcanon is now in condrHon for aiiowance. Reconsider 3 

allowance are, therefore, respectfully solicited. 

is res 'in 0f ^ amen ~ -"owance of a„ claims pending 

■ respectful requested, if a teiephone conference would be of assistance in 

ms pro8ecutton of ,his app,ica,toh - ,he e ~ - *~ -° - ~- 



Dated: March 1 3, 2008 

Patti, Hewftt & Arezina, LLC 
Customer Number 47382 



Respectfully submitted, 




Carmen B. Patti 
Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 26,784 
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